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Art Unit: 2856 

DETAILED ACTION 

Election of II is acknowledged. 

Ciaim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Nozoe et al. 

As to claim 1, Nozoe et al teach a combination, including: sensor element 
(40,50,51,52,53,22) for providing an angular velocity signal (i.e. first signal "j" in Figure 
28(a)); a low pass filter 23 for receiving the first signal of the sensor element; and 
arrangement 63 for carrying out a filter correction (Para 134's adjusting of the filter 23) 
dependent upon a response (on line 24) of the filter to a test signal (on line "j"), which 
test signal occurs when a second "test signal" (Para 128) is applied to element 40 for 
the "adjusting operation, without vibrating the sensor" (Para 128). Finally, please note 
that this apparatus is directed to "a sensor element" (line 3), and thus the body of the 
claim does not refer back to the "impact sensor"; clearly suggestive that this claim is 
limited to any sensor. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wu et al. 

As to claim 1, Wu et al teach a "Kalman filter" (col. 5, lines 66-67) that receives 
"positional measurements" (col. 5, line 63), the filter gain matrix of which is "calculated 
as a function of gyroscope and star tracker white noise, and star tracker spatial noise" 
(col. 6, lines 38-39). The noise may be deemed to be a test signal. Finally, please note 
that this apparatus is directed to "a sensor element" (line 3), and thus the body of the 
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claim does not refer back to the "impact sensor"; clearly suggestive that this claim is 
limited to any sensor. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nozoe 
et al as applied to claiml 1 above, and further in view of Watson. 

Watson teaches (col. 33, lines 25-53) coupling an "angular velocity sensor" (line 
27) with "processor" (line 39) to control a safety restraint system of a vehicle. 

As to claim 13, it would have been obvious to employ Nozoe's angular velocity 
sensor for Watson's "roll angular velocity sensor" (col. 33, line 27) as Watson's 
requirement for an angular velocity sensor is suggestive of any known working angular 
velocity sensor. In addition, Nozoe's digital adjusting circuit 63 employs a method of 
operation (i.e. algorithm) that affects triggering of Watson's restraint system. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schmid 

et al. 

Schmid et al teach an "acceleration sensor" (col. 4, line 20) that employs at least 
one sensing element, a "signal filter" (col. 5, line 43) "provided" (col. 5, line 43) "with" 
(col. 5, line 43) the sensor (and thus either connected to or part of the sensor), and 
"internal error-checking function" (col. 5, line 34) to check the filter intermittently. 

Schmid does not state how the "internal checking function" checks the filter. 

As to claim 1 , it would have been obvious to employ any known acceleration 
sensor (i.e. one with strain gauge as a sensing element, or even one with a varying 
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capacitor as the sensing element) as those types of sensors are commonly employed to 
detect vehicular impacts. Such a sensing element would necessarily provide a first 
signal that would be received by the signal filter. In addition, the internal error-checking 
function is an electrical test, and thus any output from the filter during testing is 
necessarily the result of a "test signal" to the filter, even if that "test signal" is nothing 
more than power/voltage supplied to the filter by the internal checking function itself. 

Notes: As to claim 14, isn't the "a sensor element" the same as "the impact 
sensor" (line 2)? Either the same structure is being claimed twice, or it's unclear what 
the two sensors correspond to in the written specification and/or drawings. 

As to claim 19, what does this step refer to in the written specification and/or 
drawings? Where are "successive filter corrections" and a "second signal" even in the 
written specification? Is this claim somehow related to Figure 4 (Blocks 403,404) that 
develop a trend over time? 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert R. Raevis whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2204. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 5:30am to 
3pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hezron Williams, can be reached on 571-272-2208. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




